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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the subject 
matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 15-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

Regarding claim 15, at line 8, the limitation "wherein when the tire pressure changes in a 
manner characteristic of a filling process" renders the claim invention indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which Applicant regards as the 
invention because it is unclear to ascertain how, which manner, which characteristics "the tire 
pressure changes". Further, the claim invention is incomplete for omitting essential method steps 
and such omission amounting to a gap between the steps. 

Claims 16-34 depend from rejected claim 15 and therefore are also rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 112, second paragraph as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed in 
the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 



3. Claims 15-21, and 25-34are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Brown et al. (hereinafter "Brown") (US Patent No. 6,868,358). 



Regarding claim 15, Brown discloses a method for monitoring the pressure of motor 
vehicle tires comprising the acts of: 

determining a tire pressure value indicative of a tire filling pressure [see Brown: col. 6, lines 
53-55]; comparing the determined tire pressure value with stored nominal value and determining 
whether a motor vehicle tire is at an incorrect tire pressure, based upon a result of the comparison 
[see Brown: Abstract; col. 6, lines; col. 8, lines 21-33]]; wherein when the tire pressure changes in 
a manner characteristic of a filling process, the stored nominal value is replaced by a new nominal 
value, with the determined tire pressure value being used to determine the new nominal value [see 
Brown: col. 8, lines 25-42; col. 11, lines 49; and col. 12, lines 6-18]. 

Regarding claim 16, Brown discloses that the comparison of the determined tired pressure 
value with the stored nominal value, determined at an earlier time, is used to determine whether a 
characteristic change has occurred in the tire pressure value [see Brown: col. 8, lines 21-42; and 
col. 16, lines 12-25]. 

Regarding claim 17, Brown discloses that characteristic change in the tire pressure value 
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occurs when the difference between the determined tire pressure value and the stored nominal 
value is greater than a predetermined threshold [see Brown: col. 15, line 62-col. 16, line 25]. 

Regarding claim 18, Brown discloses that the characteristic change in the tire pressure 
value occurs when the difference between the determined tire pressure value and the stored 
nominal value is greater than a predetermined threshold value for at least two wheels [see Brown: 
col. 1, lines 62-67; and col. 15, line 62-col. 16, line 25], 



Regarding claim 19, Brown discloses that the threshold value is 0.2 bar [see Brown: col. 
12, lines 45-55 and Figure 10]. 

Although Brown does not explicitly disclose "0.2 bar", it is still that Brown discloses 
the claimed "0.2 bar" because Brown discloses at col. 12, lines 45-55 that "Using a threshold value 
near 1 (e.g. 0.9995) sets a logical warning of 1, or true, on the second switch for an immediate 
caution warning. The driver would receive an immediate caution warning that a pressure and leak 
rate condition existed which requires attention. The switch then enables a block that computes time 
left to reach the critical low pressure value for display to the driver. This warning block activates at 
the pressure and leak rate combinations in FIG. 10 where the utility is T , wherein the pressure 
value is at 200 kPa that is equivalent to 0.2bar. 



Regarding claim 20, Brown discloses that the characteristic change in the tire pressure 
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value occurs only when the vehicle has been stopped or started between a time of determination of 
the determined tire pressure value and the earlier time of storage of the stored nominal values [see 
Brown: col. 13, line 64-col. 14, line 16; and col. 8, lines 21-42; and col. 16, lines 12-25]. 

Regarding claim 21, Brown discloses wherein the determined tire pressure value is 
subjected to a plausibility check if the characteristic change in the tire pressure value has been 
determined and the determined tire pressure value is stored as a comparison value only if the 
determined tire pressure value is classified as plausible [see Brown: col. 8, lines 21-42]. 

Regarding claim 25, Brown discloses that wherein a tire temperature and an ambient 
temperature are determined, and the tire pressure value is classified as plausible only when a 
difference between the tire pressure and the ambient temperature is less than a predetermined 
threshold value of 40 K [see Brown: col. 3, lines 27-52; col. 6, lines 15-50; col. 8, lines 21-42]. 

Although Brown does not disclose "less than a predetermined threshold value of 40K" , 
Brown discloses that " By way of illustration, FIG. 2 illustrates a graph comparing empirically 
measured data taken of a tire at two inflation pressures, 220 kPa and 1 54 kPa, versus the 
temperature difference from ambient in degrees Kelvin . As speed increases, the temperature 
within a tire cavity increases. Plotting the gauge pressure against the temperature differential 
creates the data points at the two pressures shown in FIG. 2. It will be seen that the speed and 
load data from FIG. 2 can be fit to linear equation 4. The pressure and temperature have a well- 
defined relationship over a wide range of speeds and loads and fit lines 26, 28 at respective 
pressures. The intercept of the lines so defined by the measured data may be determined and 
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represents the gauge pressure at ambient temperature " and the range can be seen in Figure 2 as 
less than 40K. Therefore, Brown still discloses the range of "less than 40K". 



Regarding claim 26, Brown discloses that wherein the tire pressure value is classified as 
plausible only when the respective plausible conditions are satisfied for at least 30 minutes [see 
Brown: col. 8, lines 21-42; col. 15, lines 25-35]. 

Regarding claim 27, Brown discloses wherein a tire temperature value is determined, and 
the tire temperature value is used for determination of the tire pressure values [see Brown: col. 5, 
lines 2-50]. 

Regarding claim 28, Brown discloses wherein temperature influence is compensated for in 
the determination of the tire pressure values [see Brown: col. 7, lines 39-47]. 

Regarding claim 29, Brown discloses that the threshold value is 0.2 bar [see Brown: col. 
12, lines 45-55 and Figure 10]. 

Although Brown does not explicitly disclose "0.2 bar", it is still that Brown discloses 
the claimed "0.2 bar" because Brown discloses at col. 12, lines 45-55 that "Using a threshold value 
near 1 (e.g. 0.9995) sets a logical warning of 1 , or true, on the second switch for an immediate 
caution warning. The driver would receive an immediate caution warning that a pressure and leak 
rate condition existed which requires attention. The switch then enables a block that computes time 
left to reach the critical low pressure value for display to the driver. This warning block activates at 
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the pressure and leak rate combinations in FIG. 10 where the utility is f , wherein the pressure 
value is at 200 kPa that is equivalent to 0.2bar. 

Regarding claims 30-32, Brown discloses that the characteristic change in the tire 
pressure value occurs only when the vehicle has been stopped or started between a time of 
determination of the determined tire pressure value and the earlier time of storage of the stored 
nominal values [see Brown: col. 13, line 64-col. 14, line 16; and col. 8, lines 21-42; and col. 16, 
lines 12-25]. 

Regarding claims 33 and 34, Brown discloses wherein the determined tire pressure value 
is subjected to a plausibility check if the characteristic change in the tire pressure value has been 
determined and the determined tire pressure value is stored as a comparison value only if the 
determined tire pressure value is classified as plausible [see Brown: col. 8, lines 21-42]. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brown 
et al. (hereinafter "Brown") (US Patent No. 6,868,358) in view of Lin et al. (hereinafter "Lin") (US 



Patent Application Pub. No. 2002/0024432). 
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Regarding claim 22, Brown discloses the plausibility [see Brown col. 8, lines 21-42]; 

However, Brown does not disclose wherein the tire pressure value is classified as 
plausible only if the difference between the tire pressure value and a further tire pressure value 
associated with a same vehicle axle and an opposite side is less than a predetermined threshold 
value of 0.4 bar. 

Lin teaches the tire pressure value is classified as plausible only if the difference between 
the tire pressure value and a further tire pressure value associated with a same vehicle axle and an 
opposite side is less than a predetermined threshold value of 0.4 bar [see Lin: Paragraphs [0031]; 
Paragraph [0041]]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's 
invention to modify the invention of Brown to include the method, as taught by Lin, to avoid 
intruding upon the driver [see Lin: Paragraphs [0031]; Paragraph [0041]]. 

Regarding claim 23, Brown discloses the plausibility [see Brown col. 8, lines 21-42]; 
However, Brown does not disclose wherein the tire pressure value is classified as plausible only 
when all the determined tire pressure values are above a predetermined threshold value of 1.6 bar. 

Lin teaches wherein the tire pressure value is classified as plausible only when all the 
determined tire pressure values are above a predetermined threshold value of 1.6 bar [see Lin: 
Paragraphs [0031], [0038]]. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's 
invention to modify the invention of Brown to include the method, as taught by Lin, generate an 
alarm every 2 minutes until the abnormal state is disengaged [see Lin: Paragraphs [0031]; 
Paragraph [0038]]. 

6. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Brown et al. 
(hereinafter "Brown") (US Patent No. 6,868,358) in view of Boesch (US Patent No. 6,118,369). 

Regarding claim 24, Brown discloses the plausibility [see Brown col. 8, lines 21-42]; 
However, Brown does not disclose that wherein the tire pressure value is classified as plausible 
only when the determined tire pressure value associated with a rear vehicle axle is greater the 
mean value of determined tire pressure values associated with a front vehicle axle minus a 
predetermined constant. 

Boesch teaches wherein the tire pressure value is classified as plausible only when the 
determined tire pressure value associated with a rear vehicle axle is greater the mean value of 
determined tire pressure values associated with a front vehicle axle minus a predetermined 
constant [see Boesch: col. 3, lines 19-43; col. 7, lines 35-51]. Although Boesch does not explicitly 
teaches the "predetermined constant" but one of ordinary skill in the art could ascertain the 
constant as zero since zero as a constant for better conversion so as "minus zero from an amount" 
returns the same amount. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's 
invention to modify the invention of Brown to include the method, as taught by Boesch, determine 
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an absolute value of a calibrated metric to provide confidence that a low tire condition has been 
consistently detected [see Boesch: col. 3, lines 19-43; col. 7, lines 35-51]. 



7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Phuong Huynh whose telephone number is 571-272-2718. The examiner 
can normally be reached on M-F: 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eliseo Ramos-Feliciano can be reached on 571-272-7925. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may 
be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, 
contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like 
assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Conclusion 



Phuong Huynh 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2857 
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September 27,2007 
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